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THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF KANSAS 

 

Before Commissioners: Pat Apple, Chair  

Shari Feist Albrecht 

       Jay Scott Emler 

        

 

In the Matter of the Application of Norstar  ) 

Petroleum Inc., for authorization to impose a  ) 

Vacuum on its Hume Bros Lease located in   ) 

The NW/4 of Section 34, Township 29 South,  ) 

Range 41 West, Stanton County, Kansas.   ) 

 

DOCKET NO. 17-CONS-3403-CVAC 
 

CONSERVATION DIVISION 
 

License No.: 31652 

 

NOTICE OF FILING OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY  

OF BRADY PFEIFFER ON BEHALF OF NORSTAR PETROLEUM INC. 

 

 Norstar Petroleum Inc. (“Norstar”) hereby provides notice on this 16th day of November 

2017, of the filing of the Rebuttal Testimony of Brady Pfeiffer on behalf of Norstar Petroleum Inc. 

dated November 16, 2017, a copy of which is attached hereto. 

Respectfully submitted, 

      

     /s/ Steven D. Gough    

     Steven D. Gough, #09016  

WITHERS, GOUGH, PIKE & PFAFF, LLC 

O.W. Garvey Bldg., Suite 1010 

200 W. Douglas 

Wichita, KS  67202 

Email:  sgough@withersgough.com 

     (316) 266-5021 (telephone) 

(316) 303-1018 (facsimile) 

Attorney for Norstar Petroleum Inc. 

 

20171116154708
Filed Date: 11/16/2017

State Corporation Commission
of Kansas
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 16th day of November 2017, I have caused to be served 

electronically, a true and accurate copy of the foregoing Notice of Filing of Rebuttal Testimony 

of Brady Pfeiffer on behalf of Norstar Petroleum Inc., with the Rebuttal Testimony of Brady 

Pfeiffer on behalf of Norstar Petroleum Inc. attached, to: 

 

Brady Pfeiffer 

NORSTAR PETROLEUM INC. 

88 Inverness Circle E, Unit F104 

Englewood, Colorado 80112 

Email: bpfeiffer@norstarpetroleum.com 

 

David E. Bengtson 

STINSON LEONARD STREET LLP 

1625 North Waterfront Parkway, Suite 300 

Wichita, Kansas 67206-6620 

Telephone: (316) 265-8800 

Facsimile: (316) 265-1349 

Email: david.bengtson@stinson.com 

Attorneys for White Exploration, Inc. 

 

Jon Meyers 

KCC CONSERVATION DIVISION 

266 N. Main, Suite 220 

Wichita, KS 67202 

Email: j.myers@kcc.ks.gov 

 

AND VIA U.S. Postal Service, Postage Prepaid to: 

 

Michael Duenes  

ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 

1500 SW Arrowhead Rd. 

Topeka, KS 66604 

 

      /s/ Steven D. Gough    

      Steven D. Gough  
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THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF KANSAS 

 

Before Commissioners: Pat Apple, Chair  

Shari Feist Albrecht 

       Jay Scott Emler 

        

 

In the Matter of the Application of Norstar  ) 

Petroleum Inc., for authorization to impose a  ) 

Vacuum on its Hume Bros Lease located in   ) 

The NW/4 of Section 34, Township 29 South,  ) 

Range 41 West, Stanton County, Kansas.   ) 

 

DOCKET NO. 17-CONS-3403-CVAC 
 

CONSERVATION DIVISION 
 

License No.: 31652 

 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BRADY PFEIFFER ON BEHALF OF 

NORSTAR PETROLEUM INC. 

 

Q: Are you familiar with this docket and all pre-filed testimony submitted as of today, 1 

November 15, 2017? 2 

A: Yes, I have reviewed all documents and the pre-filed testimony of Lanny Butner, Kenneth 3 

White, and Jim Hemmen. 4 

Q: Do you have any evidence to suggest the degree of depletion of the Morrow Keyes Sand? 5 

A: Yes. When the BFC Hume Bros #1-34 was drilled in October 1998, the Morrow Keyes 6 

Sand tested 1260 psig on a drill stem test, see Exhibit A. When the CHT Hume Bros #3-7 

34 was completed in August, 2013, a bottom-hole pressure survey was run by Trilobite 8 

Testing in order to measure the reservoir pressure of the Morrow Keyes Sand. This pressure 9 

was measured at 472.6 psig, see Exhibit B. Most recently, when the CHT Hume Bros #3-10 

34 was worked on with a workover rig, in October 2017, overnight fluid levels were 11 

measured via a tubing swab at 5210’ and 5240’ from surface, see Exhibit C. Averaging 12 

these two measurements gives the static Morrow Keyes Sand fluid level in the wellbore at 13 

5225’, which is 167’ above the top of the Morrow Keyes Sand perforations. This fluid level 14 

can be used to calculate a static reservoir pressure as follows: 167 ft. x 0.433 psi/ft. (fresh-15 
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water pressure gradient) = 72 psig. The exact reservoir pressure will be slightly different 1 

than this calculation, because the fluid in the wellbore was 50% oil and 50% saltwater, but 2 

it is a fair estimation. This shows that the Morrow Keyes Sand under the Hume Bros lease 3 

has depleted 94% since 1998 and qualifies for the “nearly depletion” requirement under 4 

K.A.R. 82-3-131(a). 5 

Q: Did the Hume Bros lease experience mechanical difficulties between September 2016 and 6 

April 2017 resulting in a steep drop of the monthly oil production rate? 7 

A: Yes. All three Hume Bros wells were suffering from downhole pump related issues. 8 

Between October 2016 and April 2017 Norstar performed eight pulling jobs on the three 9 

Hume Bros wells combined. Aside from routine maintenance issues, the wells were 10 

suffering from low pump efficiencies caused by solids and gas interference. One major 11 

benefit of approved vacuum operations on this lease is the ability to draw more of the gas 12 

up the casing before it can enter the pump and reduce the pumping efficiency. In addition 13 

to the reservoir benefits, a vacuum on the casing will result in less gas interference with 14 

the pump which will result in lower pump changes, lower costs to the lease and a longer 15 

life of the wells. 16 

Norstar was successful in returning the lease to normal pumping operations in April 2017. 17 

Exhibit D shows the monthly oil production curve for the Hume Bros lease. These 18 

mechanical failures were not the impetus behind Norstar’s filing for vacuum operations 19 

and Norstar continues to seek vacuum approval even with the leases repaired and back to 20 

producing at the expected rate and decline. 21 

Q: Is the Hume Bros lease currently on compression? 22 
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A: Yes. Compression was installed on the Hume Bros lease on August 17, 2017. The 1 

compressor is set up to pull the inlet pressure down to 0 psig, but will automatically shut-2 

down should the pressure drop below atmospheric. 3 

Q: Has the produced and compressed gas been sold to DCP Midstream? 4 

A: Yes. Norstar has been selling gas off the Hume Bros lease to DCP Midstream since it has 5 

been on compression. Norstar is able to sell the gas off the Hume Bros lease at a marketable 6 

quality and quantity. 7 

Q: Has Norstar encountered any oxygen issues with the gas off the Hume Bros lease? 8 

A: No. The sold gas is pipeline quality. 9 

Q: Does Norstar anticipate encountering any oxygen issues with the gas off the Hume Bros 10 

lease should vacuum operations be approved. 11 

A: No. While vacuum operations does increase the risk of pulling oxygen into the commercial 12 

gas stream, it is hardly “very likely” or a near “certainty” as testified by Mr. White on page 13 

9, line 8 of his pre-filed testimony. Increasing the chance of oxygen interference in 14 

Norstar’s gas production is a business decision on the part of Norstar and in no way affects 15 

the status of this application, its approval or rejection, or the operations that White 16 

Exploration conducts on its side of the lease line. 17 

Q: Do you agree with Mr. White’s statement on page 8, lines 15-19 of his pre-filed testimony 18 

that should the Hume Bros lease be approved for vacuum operations, then White 19 

Exploration will be forced to place their offsetting wells on vacuum? 20 

A: No. I am in agreement with the pre-filed testimony of Mr. Hemmen, specifically that 21 

contained on page 5, lines 3-18. Through-out the testimony of Mr. Butner and Mr. White, 22 

they assert that vacuum operations in this field is unwarranted because it will be an 23 
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operational and economic failure. Should this be the case, White Exploration has no reason 1 

to protest this application since their operations and correlative rights will not be affected. 2 

But then after, Mr. White states that his protest is based on having to install compressors 3 

and inducing vacuums in order to protect their correlative rights. The basis of White 4 

Exploration’s protest and their subsequent arguments as to why this application should be 5 

denied are contradictory and fallacious. 6 

Q: Do you agree with the pre-filed testimony of Mr. White on page 7, lines 5-6 where he states 7 

that compression on the White Exploration leases offsetting the Hume Bros lease “does 8 

enhance the production of oil from those wells”? 9 

A: Yes. All available evidence on these leases suggests that compression enhances the 10 

production of oil from the wellbore and allows the gas to be sold at market conditions. It 11 

is rational therefore to assume that by increasing the compression and lowering the pressure 12 

on the reservoir, the enhancement on oil and gas production would increase in kind. The 13 

science behind a reservoir’s response to compression doesn’t change when the pressure at 14 

surface drops below atmospheric and creates a vacuum. All the reservoir feels is a stronger 15 

drawdown of the pressure sink located in the bottom of the wellbore. An argument could 16 

be made as to the effectiveness of increased compression and initiating vacuum operations, 17 

but those arguments are not a matter for the KCC to regulate, but are a business risk for the 18 

individual operators to weigh. However, any suggestion that compression will enhance 19 

production but those enhancements will cease once a vacuum is imposed is contradictory 20 

and not sound science. If nothing else, the fact that compression enhances production, as 21 

stated by Mr. White, suggests that vacuum operations will be successful in furthering that 22 

production enhancement. 23 
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Q: If vacuum approval is not granted, do you believe this will result in waste of otherwise 1 

producible oil and gas reserves? 2 

A: Yes. 3 

Q: Can you quantify this waste? 4 

A: Yes. Exhibit E is a spreadsheet summary of the revenue, costs and projections for the Hume 5 

Bros lease. This exact Exhibit was provided to White Exploration during its data request 6 

in March 2017, only updated to reflect the new gas sales.  The values contained in the top 7 

half of the Exhibit are actual production, cost and revenue numbers. They show that the 8 

lease averages $6324 per month in normal operating expenses. The bottom half of the 9 

Exhibit projects the future cash flow of the lease without vacuum operations. Now that a 10 

rental compressor has been installed on the Hume Bros lease, the LOE is increased by 11 

$1290 per month to $7614. The projection suggest that the lease will become uneconomic 12 

in 11 months and will produce 2660 barrels of oil and 4450 mcf of gas before being shut-13 

in. Exhibit F is the same spreadsheet but projects the lease production should vacuum 14 

operations be approved. The projected costs will only increase by $225 per month to 15 

compensate for one extra load a month of saltwater being hauled off the lease.  Norstar 16 

expects the vacuum operation to increase the daily oil rate by 5 BOPD and the daily gas 17 

rate by 10 MCFPD. This estimated production increase would result in 6250 barrels of oil 18 

and 14270 mcf of gas being produced before the lease would be shut-in. The remaining life 19 

of the lease is increased to 20 months. Therefore, the estimated waste of oil and gas 20 

reserves, should the application not be approved, is the difference between the two 21 

projections, which is 3590 barrels of oil and 9820 mcf of gas. Additional economic waste 22 
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beyond these numbers could be attributed to future repeat pulling jobs resulting from gas 1 

interference, adding high costs to the wells and diminishing their productive life. 2 

Q: Does Norstar request that the Commission grant its Application? 3 

A: Yes.   4 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 5 

A: Yes. 6 
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